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Abstract

This doctoral dissertation examines the role of return migration to Armenia and its potential
impact on development of the country. This study aims to inquire about: (i) the return
motivations for Armenian migrants and returnees; (ii) the factors that influence reintegration
in a positive and negative way; (iii) the ways returnees are assisted in their reintegration to
society; and (iv) the possible social change that is caused by return migration to Armenia.
Existing literature on migration to Armenia has focused almost exclusively on outmigration
and the effect of remittances on Armenian development. This inductive study advances our
understanding of international migration and its effect on the society in the country of origin
by discussing the phenomenon of return migration in a specific single country case study. It
aims to map the return experience using semi-structured qualitative interviews and an in-
depth survey. The findings from the research show that the impact of return migration on the
development of Armenia is more complex than previously assumed. The findings offer
broader insights into the phenomenon of return migration to Armenia and address the wider
societal challenges that can be particularly important in the light of changes the country is

undergoing.

Key words: return migration, development, reintegration, AVRR programmes, social

remittances, Armenia



Abstrakt

Disertacni prace zkouma ulohu navratové migrace do Arménie a jeji mozny dopad na rozvoj
zem¢. Cilem této studie je popsat: (i) motivace k navratu arménskych migrantd a navratilca;
(i) faktory, které pozitivn¢ a negativn¢ ovliviiuji reintegraci; (iii) zpusoby, jakym je
navracenym osobam poskytnuta pomoc pfi jejich opétovném zaclenéni do spolecnosti a (iv)
pripadné socialni zmény, které jsou zpiisobeny navratovou migraci do Arménie. Stavajici
literatura o migraci a Arménii je téméf vyhradné zamérend na emigraci a mozny vliv
remitenci na arménsky rozvoj. Tato induktivni studie posouva naSe chapani mezinarodni
migrace a jejiho vlivu na spolecnost v zemi piivodu prostfednictvim diskuse o fenoménu
navratové migrace ve specifické ptipadové studii dané zemé. Zaroven usiluje o zmapovani
zkuSenosti s ndvratem za vyuziti polostrukturovanych kvalitativnich rozhovorii a podrobného
dotazniku. Zjisténi z vyzkumu ukazuji, ze dopady navratové migrace na rozvoj Arménie
mohou byt komplexné;si, nez se diive predpokladalo. Vysledky vyzkumu nabizeji Sirs$i pohled
na fenomén ndvratové migrace do Arménie a fesi jeho SirSi spoleCenské dopady, které mohou

byt obzvlasté dulezité s ohledem na zmény, jimiz zemé prochazi.

Klicova slova: navratova migrace, rozvoj, reintegrace, programy asistovanych ndvrat

(AVRR), socialni remitence, Arménie
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INTRODUCTION

While international migration has received plenty of attention in the Global North in the last
few years, there has been relatively less focus on return migration. Global migration flows
numbers peaked in 2018 but it is important to bear in mind that the global population is on the
rise so the proportion of international migrants in the global population has remained roughly
the same — around 3% (IOM, 2018). The increasing inter-connectedness has been caused by
globalisation which has brought about changes in communication and transportation. For
some scholars, this has meant the emphasis on the transnational aspect of international
migration (Vertovec, 1999; Portes, 2001). The phenomenon of international migration is not
new as people have been moving around since the dawn of humanity and the same is true for
return migration. While return migration has been gaining some academic attention in the past

years, it is still less researched than other phases of the migration process.*

There are academic works dealing with return migration in different regions ranging from
Cape Verde (Carling, 2004) to China (Sun, 2013). The body of literature on return migration
is primarily discussed in the Chapters 2 and 3. The authors often highlight the benefits which
can take place in connection with return migration. For example, Wolff (2015) found that the
amount of personal savings sent to the country of origin is about twice as much by the
migrants who intend to return. At least some migrants eventually decide to go back to their
countries of origin and it is important for the states to be able to accommodate them by, in the
ideal case, enabling them to use their skills. In the eventual years following the end of the
Syrian conflict, some Syrian migrants and refugees may decide to go back to their country of

origin. Therefore, it is important to start inquiring about the processes following the return

! These phases include pre-migration, migration itself, return migration (back to the country of origin) or re-
migration (to another country).



migration and the benefits the returnees can bring to their countries of origin. There are also
Syrian migrants of Armenian origin in Armenia, which was one of the topics that were

debated during 2015 and in the subsequent years.

While it is only a part of the total impact of migration on the countries of origin, the political
aspects remain salient and the possible pressure on democratic institutions is one of them.
According to Collier (2013) and others, emigration can affect institutions in the countries of
origin in two contradictory ways. First, institutions can be influenced through the creation of
the diasporas who can put pressure on democratisation from the outside. Second, while a large
number of the educated population can migrate from the country, the proportion of the
educated population which remains in the society is lowered, and thus, the pressure on
democracy remains low. So far, there has been no conclusive proof that one of these

phenomena is more important than the other.

Research from Cape Verde, which has one of the highest outmigration rates in Africa, found
that migrant households have a higher participation in political life (Batista and Vicente,
2011). A similar transfer of political engagement was seen in Mexico (Pérez-Armendariz and
Crow, 2010). In Mali, Chauvet and Mercier (2014) found that return migrants are more likely
to vote than other citizens. Furthermore, the non-migrants were more likely to copy their
behaviour, i.e. those who lived close to migrants were more likely to vote. Among the
neighbours, those with lowest levels of education were those who were the most likely to

copy return migrants.

Return migration to Armenia has been an under-researched topic until recently with some
notable exceptions including Lietaert et al. (2017) and Pawlowska (2017). There has been
some policy-oriented research about the returnees, mainly targeting the group of temporary
labour migrants to Russia (European Training Foundation, 2013; Bakhshinyan and

Porsughyan, 2014). During the research period in Armenia, the so-called Velvet Revolution
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took place in April 2018. While it would be an overstatement to suggest that the revolution
took place because of the returnees, they were one of its ardent supporters. In the interviews
the returnees often complained about the nepotism and corruption which were also the reasons
which led to the overthrow of the former president (who was about to become the new Prime
Minister). The influence of return migrants on social change will be discussed in detail in

Chapter 5.5.

While Armenia has large outmigration from the country, it nevertheless has a steady rate of
return. The allure of migrating can be attractive for the people living in the semi-periphery of
the world, yet there are people who come back. Contrary to the expectations, the Armenian
returnees are not only those who had no other option but to return. There is also a group of
spontaneous returnees who have diverse motivations from family-oriented to identity-related.
The dissertation works with both groups, the forced (or euphemistically put, the ‘assisted

voluntary’) returnees and the voluntary ones.

Before we proceed, it is important to define some key terms that are used throughout the
dissertation. This dissertation defines the returnees as people with the citizenship of the
Republic of Armenia (RA), who have lived abroad for at least one year before coming back to
Armenia. This is in line with other studies on return migration such as King (2000: 9), on
return migration to Greece, who defines returnees as ‘Greeks who have lived abroad for at
least one year and been resident back in Greece for at least a year’. Returnee reintegration will
be discussed in more depth in Chapter 3.2. However, reintegration is a complex process,
including psycho-social and socio-economic reintegration. It is connected to the concept of
sustainable return, which involves the absence of re-migration (Black and Gent, 2005). In this
dissertation, the term country of origin generally refers to Armenia, while the term country of

settlement refers to the country where the Armenian migrants are or were staying.



So far, there has been no single grand theory of international migration (Castles, 2010). It
might not even be plausible to come up with one due to the differences in migration contexts
and the multiplicity of migration experience. However, some authors propose an integrated

theory of international migration.

According to them it should contain:

Four basic elements: a treatment of the structural forces that promote emigration
from developing countries; a characterization of the structural forces that attract
immigrants into developed countries; a consideration of the motivations, goals and
aspirations of the people who respond to these structural forces by becoming
international migrants; and treatment of the social and economic structures that arise
to connect areas of out- and in-migration. Any theoretical explanation that embraces
just one of these elements will necessarily be incomplete and misleading... (Massey
et al., 1998: 281).

This dissertation works with all elements of this definition, albeit in a limited context. All
push and pull factors in Armenian (return) migration are considered in this work. Moreover,
the motivations, goals, and aspirations of the returnees are highlighted throughout this
dissertation. Finally, the connections between the countries of settlement and the country of

origin in the form of social remittances are considered.

The aim of this dissertation is to inquire about the relationship between return migration and
development in Armenia from the perspective of the returnees and other relevant
stakeholders. The specific research questions are posed in the next chapter on research aims.
The subsequent chapter discusses the background of Armenian return migration. It is
important to highlight that Armenians have always migrated but following the 1915
Genocide, a large Armenian diaspora was created around the world. Next, the theoretical
framework of this work is presented. This dissertation draws mainly on three bodies of
literature: i) the work on return motivations, ii) return and reintegration, and iii) return

migration and development. The studies on the latter deal with its three important aspects,



mainly human capital, returnee entrepreneurship, and social remittances. The chapter on
methods discusses the three main methods which have been used for the purposes of this

dissertation — key informant interviews, returnee interviews, and an online survey.

The second part of this dissertation deals with the findings and possible recommendations for
key stakeholders which are presented in the discussion. The chapter on Findings is divided
into five sections. First, there is the part on return motivations (5.1) which is crucial for
understanding the factors behind the decision to return. Second, return experience is discussed
through the lived experience of the returnees (5.2) and observations of the key informants
working with them (5.3). The key stakeholders working with the returnees in Armenia and
their role are mapped in following section (5.4). Finally, the social changes taking place in
Armenia because of the phenomenon of return migration (5.5) are discussed in the final part
of the chapter Findings. This dissertation will conclude with a chapter on policy

recommendations (discussion) and concluding remarks.



1 RESEARCH AIMS

Migration studies, while slowly emerging as a discipline in its own right, are also connected
to other scientific disciplines. Therefore, this dissertation is not fully grounded in only one
discipline but lies on the borderlines of human geography, political science, economics,
sociology, anthropology, and other disciplines. Nevertheless, | have attempted to justify this
interdisciplinarity by presenting a holistic approach that might be of benefit to other scholars
as well as organisations working with returnees in Armenia and the returnees themselves.
This doctoral dissertation aims to shed light on the return migration-development nexus using
a single country case study (Faist, 2008; Skeldon, 2011). It attempts to avoid methodological
nationalism (Wimmer and Glick-Schiller, 2003) by considering the transnational aspects of
migration by taking into account pre-migration, migration, and post-migration phases that
take place in different countries, thereby avoiding the isolated migration-process discussion.
This study is by no means exhaustive, but it aims to complement other research that had
already been done on the issue of return migration to Armenia. Furthermore, it aims to present
an important topic with policy implications not only for Armenia but also for the European

Union, the EU Neighbourhood countries, and other countries with a large Armenian diaspora.

The aim of this inductive study is to map the phenomenon of return migration to Armenia and
possible overlaps with human capital and development. While this is a large task, it aims to
fill in the gap in the research on return migration and development by addressing the case of
Armenian return migration and possible benefits of return migration in this specific context.
Moreover, it addresses several issues which are crucial for understanding the role of return
migration and the possible role of norm transfer and social remittances in Armenia. One of the
issues it focuses on is mapping different groups of returnees to Armenia and potential
returnees. It considers their motivations for return, obstacles during and after their return, and
the factors that can contribute to the broadly defined development of Armenia. The notions of
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human and social capital are used as a conceptual framework for this dissertation. Another
important aim is to contribute to the practical policy issues of return migration in Armenia or
possible caveats by mapping the organisations working with the returnees and their

contributions to the return migration in Armenia.

The topic of return migration to the Republic of Armenia was chosen because of several

reasons:

1. It is relatively under-researched (with some notable exceptions — see, for example,
Lietaert et al., 2017; Johansson, 2008; Pawlowska, 2017).

2. A large proportion of the Armenian population resides abroad and as such, there is a
relatively high number of returnees.

3. A large proportion of the Armenian population receives remittances from abroad
(these can further contribute to the development of the country).

4. Armenia lies in the vicinity of the European Union and thus, is affected by its
policies, which makes it a convenient case study for seeing the impact of these

policies on return migration.

The aim of this dissertation is threefold. First, it attempts to inquire about the motivations to
return to Armenia among the migrants and the returnees. Second, there is a need to understand
returnee reintegration in Armenia. This part enquires about the factors that influence the lived
return experience and impact reintegration in a positive and negative way as well as the role
of organisations facilitating return in Armenia. Third, the dissertation focuses on the social
change that can take place through return migration in Armenia. Finally, the discussion
section incorporates the findings into the current research on return migration and attempts to

tie the findings with the discussion on migration and development.



1.1 Research questions

This dissertation focuses on the overall barriers and opportunities for returnee reintegration in
Armenia. In total, four research questions were selected for this study. They try to shed light
on the issues connected to return and its perception among the returnees. Furthermore, the
questions aim to stir a discussion about the role of external actors such as the state and
international and non-governmental organisations and the ways how they can help foster
development in Armenia. Table 1 shows the research questions, the chapter in which they are
mainly addressed, and the source of information. The way how this information is extracted is

discussed in the chapter on Methods.

TABLE 1: OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS

RQ1 Chapter 5.1 Migrants, returnees

RQ2 Chapter 5.2 and 5.3 Returnees, key informants
RQ3 Chapter 5.4 Returnees, key informants
RQ4 Chapter 5.5 Returnees, key informants

RQ1: What are the motivations to return for different groups of migrants and returnees?
RQ2: How do the returnees perceive their reintegration in Armenia and what are the factors
that influence sustainable return?

RQ3: In what ways are the returnees assisted by different stakeholders to reintegrate into
the Armenian society?

RQ4: In what ways can the returnees contribute to social change in Armenia?

Source: author



1.2 Research limitations

This research has several limitations. With Armenia being a single country case study, it is
important to bear in mind that the findings of this study cannot be transplanted to other
contexts. Nevertheless, it is still important to inquire about various cases to see the diversity
of different migration experiences and to be able to draw on this in policy responses. The
fieldwork for this dissertation took place only in Armenia but it would have been beneficial to
extend it to other sites and hence, create a multi-sited field research (Scheper-Hughes, 2004).
This would be possible in some European countries with potential Armenian returnees.
However, Czechia is not a prime European destination for Armenian migrants and some
research on Armenian has already been done there (Klvanova, 2010; Drbohlav and Dzlrova,
2007). Other countries were not feasible to research due to time and budget constraints.
Hence, this dissertation focuses exclusively on returnees in Armenia and Armenian migrants

across different countries (who were targeted by the online survey).

A longer timeframe for this study would have also been more beneficial as we know from
previous studies that an impact of migration experience can take between 10 to 15 years to
evaluate (Rogge, 1994). Therefore, following returnees for a longer time could have led to
more insights into the return processes. However, researching for a dissertation is an event
bounded by time and space so this was not possible due to time and budget constraints.
Another issue is a relatively small number of returnees interviewed in Armenia during the
first visit (n=20). However, similar studies have been published in academic journals with
comparable numbers of returnees (see Lietaert et al, 2014). This result had to do with a
limited period in the field. The sample representativeness was improved by returning to
Armenia in January 2018 for a follow-up visit where another round of interviews was

conducted and the total number of returnee interviews increased to 32.



The language barrier between the researcher and the research participants might have
impacted the data collection in spite of the use of the interpreter, whenever necessary.
However, it is possible that the returnees and key informants could not express themselves to
the extent that would be comparable with their mother tongue. The language issue also arose
with the online surveys that were originally in English. The Armenian version of the survey
was available at a later date but unfortunately, it did not gather a comparable number of
responses despite being promoted through the same channels. It is also possible that some
potential participants who wanted to take part in the first round of the survey could not do so
because of limited language abilities. In spite of all of these limitations, the research on
various aspects of return migration to Armenia brings some valuable insights that can serve as

a basis for policy making and future research.
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2 THE HISTORY AND CURRENT SITUATION OF ARMENIAN

MIGRATION

Leaving Armenia has had a long tradition since the time of the Ottoman Empire, during the
Soviet era, and more recently, during the 1990s and 2000s (Makaryan, 2012). According to
the World Bank (2016), the percentage of Armenian population abroad is 26.3%. This makes
it a country with one of the highest proportions of population abroad not only in the region but
also worldwide. The number increases if we factor in the Armenian diaspora, i.e. people who
might not have been born in Armenia but still consider themselves Armenian. The Armenian
word for the diaspora, spyurk, is used to refer to Armenian communities outside of the
country. The size of the Armenian diaspora can reach up to 8 million (Baser and Swain,
2009). Large Armenian diaspora communities are located in the United States, Canada,

France, Russia, and other countries (see Figure 1).

One of the important moments in the history of the Armenian nation was the Armenian
Genocide in 1915 when thousands of Armenians left Western Armenia escaping violence in
the collapsing Ottoman Empire (Safrastyan, 2011). This led to the creation of the old/classical
diaspora that settled in the Middle East as well as in the United States and some European
states. The new diaspora was established in the 1990s after the collapse of the Soviet Union
and many members of this diaspora now live in Russia and in other countries. In Czechia,
there are currently around 8 000 Armenians (Wikipedia, 2018). However, many Armenians
define themselves according to their heritage despite living outside of the country (even for
several generations). Moreover, due to the historical experience of Armenians, it has been
underlined that “for centuries there has been no single, clearly defined centre and periphery
acknowledged by all Armenians’ (Pattie, 1999: 85). This chapter aims to present the

background of migration from Armenia during different historical periods and information
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about more recent return migration to Armenia. Furthermore, it aims to discuss the different
processes, barriers, and opportunities that are connected with Armenian migration and its

diaspora.

FIGURE 1: NUMBER OF ARMENIANS LIVING OUTSIDE OF ARMENIA
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2.1 The Armenian diaspora

It is impossible to discuss Armenia without discussing the Armenian diaspora first. The
classical Armenian diaspora was established in the United States, Europe as well as the
Middle East during the 20" century (Brubaker, 2005; Cohen, 2008). However, Armenians
migrated even earlier and had a reputation as skilled businessmen and craftsmen. Some
scholars have argued that Armenians have always been a diasporic nation, even before the
genocide (Panossian, 2006; Adalian, 1989; Cohen, 2008). It is now generally accepted that a
million Armenians were either killed or died of starvation during this mass displacement and
moreover, 1.75 million Armenian people were deported to Syria and Palestine (Cohen, 2008:
3). The context of the Armenian genocide has been well explored in the academic literature —
from the local elites who enabled the genocide to the role of the individuals (Kurt, 2018a;
Kurt, 2018b). While historical Armenia included both Eastern (today’s Armenia) and Western
Armenia (nowadays in Turkey), many of the Armenians in the classical diaspora consists of

people originally from Western Armenia and not the South Caucasus (Bakalian, 1994).

The term diaspora has been used by many different authors to denote a large group of
members of one nation who reside outside their country of origin. In Greek, diaspora means
scattering or dispersion. This term was first used with the ‘classical diasporas’ such as the
Jewish or Armenian diaspora. Cohen (2008) defines the classical Armenian diaspora as a
‘victim diaspora’. He also proposes other classification of diasporas — labour, trade, imperial,
and cultural. The concept of the diaspora is understood not only as the physical entity
including certain characteristics (Sheffer, 1986; Safran, 1991) but diaspora can also mean
having this label ascribed by others. Diaspora can refer to real or imagined communities
(Anderson, 1983) and Brubaker (2005: 12) described diaspora as a ‘category of practice’, i.e.

acting as a member of the diaspora. The concept of the diaspora is central to the experience of
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some returnees. In a different context, Darwish eloquently presented the realities for many

diasporic people:

I am from there, I am from here, but | am neither there nor here. | have two names
which meet and part... | have two languages, but | have long forgotten which is the
language of my dreams (Darwish, 2007: 176-177).

A similar experience might be encountered by the returnees who may no longer be familiar
with their previous country of origin. The Armenian diaspora in the United States is discussed
in Brubaker’s seminal paper (2005). He believes that the ‘Armenianness’ is akin to a symbolic
ethnicity and not every Armenian living outside of Armenia should be considered a member

of the diaspora because it depends on their own perception of being Armenian.

Some authors are concerned with the political involvement of the diasporas and its impact on

the nation-state:

In other words, if the condition of diaspora provides certain perspectives on the
status of the refugee, modes of living across temporal and spatial distance, practices
of mourning, cultural transmission, including literature, music, film and the arts,
modes of commemoration and alliance that take place within conditions of scattering
and containment, then we may well ask, how do the political claims that emerge
from the condition of diaspora continue to inform and disrupt ideas of the nation and
the national? (Butler, 2012: 209)

There has been a shift in academia towards the transnational understanding of social life, in
particular that of migrants. Baubock and Faist (2010) point out that the notion of diaspora has
been politicised, while the notion of transnationalism is more neutral. The diasporas have
engaged in political goals, for example, the Tamil diaspora in the conflict in Sri Lanka or the

Irish diaspora in the Irish conflict (Cochrane, Baser, and Swain, 2009).

The Armenian diaspora is also active outside of Armenia, e.g. the Dashnak Party was founded

in 1980 in Thilisi and continues to be influential in Armenian politics (Dashnaktsutyun,
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2018). Many of the activities of the Armenian diaspora centre around the recognition of the
Armenian genocide by the state representatives and they regularly commemorate these events.
The notion of symbolic ethnicity as described by Brubaker is important for these types of
events. As Bakalian (1994: 45) asserts, ‘symbolic ethnics have an interest in the events of the
homeland, which they turn into another symbol, disregarding its domestic and foreign policy
problems’. One example of a transnational diasporic organisation in Armenia is the AGBU
(Armenian General Benevolent Union), which holds offices in 31 countries and declares to

operate with more than 46 million USD as its annual budget (AGBU, 2018).

The Armenian diaspora can be located all over the world, but the largest number of
Armenians live in the United States. According to the United States Census Bureau (2012),
there were 427 822 Armenians living in the country. However, these numbers tend to be
underrepresented as people can refer to themselves as American, despite having Armenian
heritage or being of mixed descent. Therefore, some sources report a much higher number, up
to 1 million people (Shain, 1999). Many of the Armenians in the United States live in
California. Freinkman and Minoian (2006) estimated that the annual family incomes of
Armenians living in California may be 15 times higher than the GDP of the Republic of
Armenia. The Armenian diaspora in Europe is present in many countries, including France,

Germany, Ukraine, Spain, the United Kingdom, and many others.

2.2 Current Armenian migration

The late 1980s and 1990s represented a turbulent era for Armenian migration. What used to
be considered as internal migration flow, began to represent international migration with the
dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991. However, the direction of migration flow to Russia

(and back) is not the only one and Armenia boasts migration flows in different directions. It is
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imperative to note the environmental migration in Armenia caused by the Spitak earthquake
in 1988, whose effects can be felt even today in the second largest Armenian city, Gyumri.
This historical period was also affected by the war in Nagorno Karabakh (1988-1994) with
occasional flare-ups in later years. This turmoil has contributed to situations of insecurity and
widely felt a lack of prospects for the future of a majority of the Armenian population.
Moreover, there was a perceived disintegration of social institutions in Armenia and a
worsening of living conditions (Dudwick, 1997). From 1990 to 1995, the GDP per capita for
Armenia was halved (Ohanyon, Serrano and Regamey, 2014: 4). With the recent ‘velvet’
revolution in Armenia in spring 2018, there may well be changes to future migration patterns

to and from Armenia (The Economist, 2018).

The new Armenian diaspora emerged in the 1990s, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union
(Makaryan, 2012). This is connected to work opportunities abroad with the majority of the
cases being in the Russian Federation. Nevertheless, the labour migration to Russia has
existed since the 1960s and is well established (European Training Foundation, 2013). To a
lesser extent, Armenians have moved to European Union countries in recent years, as well as
to the United States (World Bank, 2016). As there are very few formal ways to secure
employment in these regions, some have applied for asylum or sought assistance in dealing

with their medical problems on humanitarian grounds.

According to UN data, there were an estimated 937 000 Armenian migrants in 2015,
amounting to 31.1% of the country’s total population (UN DESA, 2015). Among them, 45%
of Armenia’s emigrants are based in Russia. According to the ILO (2009) study, the seasonal
circular migration represents a large part of migration outflows from Armenia — 60 000
people leave annually. The official statistics show that more than 600 000 Armenians entered

the Russian Federation in 2016 and it can be expected that a number of them undertook
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employment activities (State Migration Service, 2016). However, the unofficial numbers can

be much higher.

There are many different causes, or push and pull factors (Lee, 1966), for Armenian
migration. The economic factors, including high levels of unemployment, can influence the
decision to leave (Lucas, 2005). In 2011, the unemployment rate was 18.4% (European
Training Foundation, 2013). There are various issues such as corruption, low quality of
services, and low trust in political and public institutions, which all encourage emigration.
Armenia is classified as partly free by the Freedom House Index (Freedom House, 2016) and
in 2016, Armenia ranked 84th on the UNDP Human Development Index (UNDP, 2018a). The
social factors also represent an important incentive to leave Armenia. By the same token,

these issues might make it difficult to return to Armenia.

Economic diversification and simpler regulations have increased the ease of doing
business in recent years, but a lack of transparency and persistent cronyism continue
to create unfair advantages for those with ties to public officials. Armenian law
adequately protects property rights, though officials do not always uphold them
(Freedom House, 2016).

Migration management in Armenia is largely coordinated by the State Migration Service. The
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs oversees labour migration. The Ministry of Diaspora,
created in 2008, deals with projects encouraging repatriation. There are also various
international organisations that deal with Armenian migration — IOM, UNHCR on the broader
scale and various others that are concerned with specific aspects of migration. Moreover,
there are various local and international non-governmental organisations that supplement the
role of the large organisations. Some authors have suggested the term ‘migration industry’ to
refer to the organisational matrix that is present in many countries that send or attract migrants

(Castles, De Haas and Miller, 2014). This term can also be applied in the case of Armenia.
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There are various legal instruments that govern migration in Armenia. In 2008, Armenia
ratified the Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings. In
2013, Armenia signed the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All
Migrant Workers and Members of their Families. Migration policies in Armenia are
influenced by two strategic documents: The Strategic Program of Prospective Development
for 2014-2025 and Strategy for migration policy for the years 2017-2021. One of the goals of
the latter is support for the return of Armenia’s citizens and their further reintegration (State

Migration Service, 2017).

There has been some research about Armenian migrants in various European countries. Let us
take the Armenian migration to Czechia as a case in point. The research about Armenian
migration to Czechia suggests that the Armenian migrants in Czechia tend to be highly
educated and prefer self-employment (Marousek, 2001; Drbohlav and Dzarova, 2007).
Drbohlav and Dzarova (2007: 88) highlight that the Armenian migrants in Czechia show ‘a
clear assimilation strategy within Czech society in various areas of life’. Perhaps the best-
known Armenian migrant in Czechia is Mr. Gevorg Avetisjan, the founder of Marlenka
company in Frydek-Mistek, a factory that specialises in honey cakes and other pastries.
Klvanova (2010: 113) also describes the situation of Armenian migrants who have moved to

Czechia and emphasises the role of social networks in motivations to migrate:

The informants emphasized local and transnational social networks as particularly
enabling, and in some cases even pressing, their migration. The social context of
their lives in Armenia was described as an environment where migration was
omnipresent. They faced a constant social pressure because their relatives,
neighbours, and friends had been leaving which created a social atmosphere
facilitating a decision to migrate.

The decision to migrate and the decision to return seems to be influenced by the social

context. The next section discusses the role of return in Armenian migration.
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2.3 Armenian return migration

As has been discussed previously, a large number of Armenians move abroad and there is a
large Armenian diaspora in many countries. Yet some decide to return to Armenia. This
section discusses Armenian return migration in more detail. There are different groups of
returnees to Armenia. Probably the largest group is represented by the seasonal migrant
workers who return from Russia. Most of the research has focused on this type of seasonal
migration. According to the Returned Migrants’ survey (European Training Foundation,
2013), Russia was the first destination country for 85% of the returned migrants. Moreover, a
large percentage of the returnees considered re-emigration in the future — 68% of the returnees
intended to migrate again (European Training Foundation, 2013). However, as the migrants to

Russia usually spend less than one year abroad, they have been excluded from this study.

Clearly, the returnees bring in new skills after their stay abroad and it seems to have an impact
on returnees across all skill levels. According to the survey, one third of the returnees said that
their experience abroad opened the door to better work opportunities in Armenia after their
return. Furthermore, 46% of the returned migrants who were working in Armenia after their
return said that they use or used the experience they gained abroad in their daily work. Return
migrants mentioned mainly vocational and technical skills (69%) and language skills (18%)

as the new knowledge gained abroad (European Training Foundation, 2013: 62).

Repat Armenia, an organisation which helps skilled return migrants establish themselves in
Armenia, registers 1 000 to 1 500 voluntary return cases to Armenia per year (21 July 2016,
personal communication). However, this number excludes the Syrian Armenians whose
numbers could be up to 20 000 (Al Jazeera, 2017) as well as involuntary returns due to
deportations, especially from the European Union countries. According to the Armenian
Ministry of Diaspora, there were around 65 000 returnees who have returned to Armenia since

the early 1990s but only 35 000 of them ultimately remained (6 July 2016, personal
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communication). This can be linked to the conditions in the home country not being

conducive to employment or establishing a business.

For example, Pawlowska (2017) argued that American Armenians who repatriated maintained
a symbolic boundary between themselves and local Armenians and were forced to renegotiate
their identity. Pawlowska also inquired about the ways how return Armenians were

challenged by the local narratives:

Importantly, by ‘development’ repatriates meant mostly growth in terms of economy
and the human development index, which means external categories used by most of
international organisations, not local standards of positive change and improvement.
The narrative of contribution has been often complemented with the emphasis on
personal sacrifice, resigning from the comfort or career opportunities available in the
US (Pawlowska, 2017: 106).

The research done by Pawlowska focused on the ‘returnees’ who were from the second or
third generation. These people have not actually lived in Armenia before moving there which

might have impacted their perception of the country and their feelings of isolation.

In cases of unsuccessful asylum applications, the migrants can benefit from the so-called
assisted voluntary return and reintegration (AVRR) schemes run by international
organisations such as 10M or governments of different European countries (Belgium and
Austria, among others). However, it is questionable to what extent these schemes are
voluntary as many returnees report different levels of coercion to take part in these
programmes (Lietaert et al., 2014). Upon their return, the returnees can receive social as well
as medical assistance. These programmes can involve a business component which helps
them with vocational trainings and small grants or loans for setting up their own businesses.
Some of the returnees from Russia can also benefit from similar reintegration programmes
(21% July 2016, personal communication). The Armenian return migration comes in many

forms — from the labour migrants from Russia, spontaneous returnees with diverse sets of
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backgrounds coming from different states to AVRR returnees. This dissertation enquires
about their decisions to return and what they are dealing with after their return. The following
chapter discusses return migration in various contexts in order to better understand this

phenomenon.
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3 RETURN MIGRATION

Return migration represents an important, albeit often overlooked, part of the migration cycle.
In the ideal world, migration starts with pre-migration phases, migration itself follows, and
return migration takes place, sometimes followed by re-migration (to the same or different
destination). However, mobility often takes unexpected twists and turns and sometimes it is
not straightforward. What could be seen as a short trip often becomes a lifetime journey and
vice versa, some people venturing ‘for good’ decide to return later on. The pattern can also
hold for return migration when the returnees first come back for brief visits and eventually
decide to return. Or as Kasbarian (2009: 365) put it, ‘sojourning can be a prelude to
settlement, an experimental migration over a period of time’. This gradual return often
corresponds to the notion of ‘open-ended return’ when the returnees first decide to stay for a

shorter period of time (Porobi¢, 2017).

Return migration is relatively less researched compared to other phases of the migration
process. However, it is important in terms of the implications for the country of origin and
individual returnees. Return migration can take up different forms from permanent return to
temporary return or other forms of circular movements. With the sedentary bias being the
norm (Malkki, 1992), return migration was usually seen as the end of the migration cycle but
return migration does not represent a new phenomenon. It has been estimated that between
1880 and 1930, one quarter to one third of all immigrants to America repatriated (Wyman,
1993). Moreover, return appears in various contexts from hearing about the right to return in
the case of Palestinians dispossessed from the 1948 Palestine (Butler, 2012) or ancestors of
the Sephardic Jews seeking to return to Spain from which they were driven out under the
Spanish Inquisition more than 500 years ago (The Times of Israel, 2018). Importantly, the

right to return is enshrined in Article 13 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN
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General Assembly, 1948) which states that ‘everyone has the right to leave any country,

including his own, and to return to his country’.

According to the IOM, areturn is:

the act or process of going back to the point of departure. This could be within the
territorial boundaries of a country as in the case of returning internally displaced
persons (IDPs) and demobilized combatants; or between a host country (either transit
or destination) and a country of origin, as in the case of migrant workers, refugees,
asylum-seekers, and qualified nationals (IOM, 2011).

It is clear that there are various groups of returnees. This dissertation only discusses the

international return migration and does not deal with internal returnees.

Gmelch defines return migration as:

the movement of emigrants back to their homelands to resettle. Migrants returning
for a vacation or an extended visit without the intention of remaining at home are
generally not defined as return migrants, though in some settings it is difficult to
distinguish analytically the migrants returning home for a short visit or seasonally
from those who have returned permanently (Gmelch, 1980: 136).

Hence, the period of return needs to be longer than a ‘short visit’. King (2000: 8) argues that
‘return migration may be defined as the process whereby people return to their country or
place of origin after a significant period in another country or region’. However, a significant
period is loosely defined. For this study, a period of one year abroad is selected as the main
criterion for defining Armenian return migration but there is no minimum stay in Armenia
that would qualify returnees for this study (excluding the obvious cases of going to Armenia

on holiday, etc.).
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3.1 Return motivations

There are many types of returnees with different motivations and these motivations can
change in time. A part of this dissertation also aims to deal with return motivations of the
returnees and potential returnees. Cassarino (2004) asserts that due to the diversity of
migratory categories, there is a need to distinguish between different types of returnees. The
returnees coming from different locations face different possibilities and hardships when
returning despite sharing the identity of ‘returning residents’ (Horst, 2007). Furthermore, the
return is not only a personal issue but also a contextual one, affected by structural factors
(Cassarino, 2004). Kuschminder (2017) asserts that differences in personal characteristics and
the differences between the countries from which returnees come back from can affect the
overall return outcomes. It is important to distinguish not only the countries which the
migrants return from but also the migrants’ different individual characteristics such as skill
levels (in this case, measured by the levels of education) as well as the structural barriers that
could affect the returnees across all skill levels. This chapter proceeds as follows. First, let us
discuss the international migration theories that deal with return migration. Second, typologies
that have been proposed to classify return migrants are presented. Third, the borderline

between forced and voluntary return is explored.

While there are many theories attempting to explain international migration, Castles (2010)
and Portes (2010) argue that researchers’ ambitions should be limited to exploring migration
theories relating to particular contexts. The ‘push’ and ‘pull’ factors are widely used to
explain motivations to migrate (Lee, 1966) and they can be also used to explain return
migration. Migrants evaluate various factors in the country of origin and country of settlement
and decide either to stay or to move to their country of origin. Black et al. (2004) argue that
there are both individual and structural factors influencing the return. Among the structural

ones are the conditions in the country of origin and in the host country. The individual factors
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include the personal attributes (such as gender or age) and social relations. The model also
includes policy interventions (incentives and disincentives to migrate). Chobanyan (2013)
discusses both push and pull factors in the return migration of Armenians, including
worsening conditions in the receiving country, xenophobia, homesickness, and a desire to
raise children in the home country. This dissertation presents the return motivations in the

section on Findings.

There are two main international migration theories that deal with the return and explain it
differently (De Haas et al., 2015). The first one is the neoclassical economic theory and the
second is the new economics of labour migration (NELM). Neoclassical economic theory
looks at the return through the prism of failure. It argues that the migrant failed to achieve his
or her goals and therefore, was compelled to return. This theory maintains that migration is
individuals’ behaviour to maximise utility by moving to places where they can be more
productive (Harris and Todaro, 1970; Massey et al., 1998). According to this theory, migrants
are expected to integrate successfully and be more productive than in their countries of origin
so there would be no rationale for returning. However, migrants might not be able to find a
job or may not be able to improve their lives through migration. As De Haas et al. (2015: 416)

put it, ‘while “winners” settle, “losers” return’.

The new economics of labour migration (NELM) theory argues that international migration is
a livelihood strategy employed by households and families to diversify risk and overcome
market constraints (Stark, 1991). In the countries of origin, there is often a lack of insurance
and obtaining adequate credit is difficult. Having a member of the household abroad aims to
overcome these issues. Thus, the main motivation is to improve the situation in the country of
origin and migrants return once they have accomplished their goals. Therefore, under the
NELM theory, return signifies a measure of success. One study that combines both the

neoclassical economic theory and NELM is the study by Constant and Massey (2002). This
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study enquires about the probability of return among the migrants in Germany. The study
found mixed support for both hypotheses. Therefore, it seems likely that there is no single
way how to explain return migration because of different background and motivations of
migrants. However, both theories might provide a useful explanation tool depending on

different contexts.

There are different categories of return on the continuum between ‘return of success’ and

‘return of failure’. Two main typologies are presented by Cerase (1974) and Carling (2004).

TABLE 2: TYPOLOGY OF RETURN ACCORDING TO CERASE (1974)

Return of Migrants fail to adapt to the host society and return quickly to the

failure homeland.

After a few years in the country of migration, where the migrant’s
Return of orientation has been towards the country of migration and the migrant is

conservatism active in sending remittances and savings to the home community.

Migrants have stayed in the destination country beyond the ‘target

Return of return’, but realise they will never fully acculturate and opt for return,

innovation bringing with them new ideas, values, and ambitions to their home
country.

Return of Migrants return at the end of their working lives.

retirement

Source: Cerase (1974)
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TABLE 3: TYPOLOGY OF RETURN ACCORDING TO CARLING (2004)

Classic returnees | Migrants who spent much of their adult life abroad, they have managed

to secure a relatively high standard of living in their country of origin.

Empty-handed Unsuccessful migrants who come back no better off than when they left,

returnees which includes deportees and voluntary returnees.

Intermediate They are between these two extremes, have not been abroad as long as
returnees the classic returnees, have accumulated fewer savings, and not secured

pension rights.

Graduates from | Students who return from study abroad.

foreign universities

Source: Carling (2004)

Therefore, it can be seen that there are many different motivations for return and these may
partly overlap. The ‘classic returnees’ correspond to ‘the return of conservatism’. In some
cases, the graduates from foreign universities with work experience may represent the ‘return
of innovation’. It is clear that these categories are not exhaustive but give an idea about the

different motivations that influence return.

Cassarino (2004) argues that return motivations have two components — the level of the
willingness to return and return preparedness. Even if migrants express the wish to move, it
does not necessarily mean that they are ready for that move - they might not have enough
tangible and intangible resources for the return. An early repatriation can have an adverse
effect on returnees because they might not recover the resources that they had invested in their
journey. Moreover, these returnees might not have enough experience from the country of
settlement to be able to use it in the form of social remittances (Levitt and Lamba-Nieves,

2011), or when starting a new business. On the other hand, returnees who spend longer time
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outside of their country of origin might face difficulties due to the changes that occured in the
country as well as cultural or structural barriers. Cassarino (2008) inquires whether the return
is decided or compelled. Decided return means migrants who ‘chose on their own initiative to
return, without any pressure or coercion’, whereas compelled return refers to those ‘who
returns to his/her country of origin as a result of unfavourable circumstances and factors

which abruptly interrupt the migration cycle’ (Cassarino, 2008: 113).

FIGURE 2: THE MODEL OF RETURNEE’S PREPAREDNESS

Returnee’s preparedness \

Willingness Readiness to
to return return

Resource mobilisation /

Tangible Intangible Social
resources resources capital

Circumstances in host
and home country

Source: Cassarino (2004: 180)

While discussing international migration, a lot has been written about forced migration. Some
scholars have rejected the dichotomy between voluntary and forced migration, suggesting a
continuum between ‘proactive’ and ‘reactive’ migration (Richmond, 1993). Others have
excluded individual motivations from forced migration. According to De Jong and Fawcett
(1981: 45), “forced migration is of course a topic of considerable interest and significance, but

not with respect to individual decision making’. At this point, it is important to discuss the
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distinction between voluntary and forced return. The widest definition that can be used for
voluntary return is the absence of force in return (Black et al., 2004: 6). IOM distinguishes
between three types of return: (i) “Voluntary without compulsion, when migrants decide at
any time during their sojourn to return home at their own volition and cost’; (ii) ‘voluntary
under compulsion, when persons are at the end of their temporary protected status, rejected
for asylum, or are unable to stay, and choose to return at their own volition’; and (iii)

‘involuntary, as a result of the authorities of the host state ordering deportation’ (I0M, 2012).

If the return is forced or semi-voluntary (Sinatti and Horst, 2015), it is more difficult for the
returnees to fully integrate because some of their objectives might not have been
accomplished. Moreover, it is questionable to what extent these schemes are voluntary as
many returnees report different levels of coercion to take part in these programmes (Lietaert
et al., 2017). It has been argued that IOM employees are aware of this tension (Koch, 2014).
To illustrate the gravity of forced return, in the Armenian context, one returnee was allegedly
confronted with the following choice. The woman was told, ‘If you don’t go back to Armenia,
you will be put in handcuffs and sent to Armenia as your son’ (7 July 2016, personal
communication). Therefore, even the returnees who benefit from the so-called assisted
voluntary return and reintegration programmes (AVRR), often struggle with the return that is
not entirely voluntary. Finally, the return motivation is important for subsequent returnee

reintegration.

3.2 Return migration and reintegration

Return migration and reintegration is probably one of the most widely discussed topics in
return migration in recent years, often in the context of the AVRR programmes. The concept
of reintegration is difficult to measure. However, it has been argued that sustainable return

involves the absence of re-migration (Black and Gent, 2005: 2). Some scholars also argue that
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return migration is more complex, it ‘is not simply a matter of “going home”, as feelings of
belonging need to be renegotiated upon return’ (De Bree, Davids and De Haas, 2010: 489).
There are different aspects of reintegration, including psycho-social and socio-economic
reintegration, which are connected to returnee embeddedness (Ruben, VVan Houte and Davids,
2009). The tool of how to measure the sustainability of return has been proposed by Black et

al. (2004) and is summarised in Table 4.

TABLE 4: MEASURES OF THE SUSTAINABILITY OF RETURN

Physical Socio-economic Political-security
Perception of returnee | (Lack of) desire to | Perceived socio- | Perception of safety,
re-emigrate economic status security threats
Objective conditions | Proportion of | Actual socio- | Actual persecution or
of returnees returnees who (do | economic status of | violence against
not) re-emigrate returnees returnees
Aggregate conditions | Trends in levels of | Trends in levels of | Trends in levels of

of origin countries

emigration and

asylum-seeking
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persecution, conflict,
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abroad

Source: Black et al. (2004)

The AVRR programmes represent an important factor in successful returnee reintegration.
For example, Black et al. (2004) argued that one factor that affects the sustainability of return
is the availability of programmes for returnees. According to Van Houte and Davids (2008),

returnees can become disappointed with the support that they receive from non-governmental

and international organisations because of the unrealistic expectations they create. Another
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issue is that the support is often short-term. Koser and Kushminder (2015) argue that a
negative decision on asylum is a strong determinant for return but also a strong indicator of a
lack of reintegration after return. Many Armenian returnees who returned within AVRR
programmes had their asylum claims rejected. According to the literature, the availability of
assistance upon return is not a key factor in determining whether migrants will return
voluntarily. The threat of deportation can represent a far more important factor (Collyer et al.,

2009).

The socio-economic situation in the country of origin can be another key factor for
subsequent returnee reintegration. According to the survey done by the Caucasus Research
Resource Centre and European Training Foundation (European Training Foundation, 2013),
42% of the returnees were able to find a job in Armenia (most of them finding a job within a
year after the return). In general, skilled returnees were able to find salaried jobs, while those
with lower levels of education were more often self-employed (European Training
Foundation, 2013). However, self-employment should not be taken as a replacement for
access to the labour market. Portraying returnees as responsible for their own plight alleviates
the responsibility of the state to address structural barriers and improve access to the labour
market for the returnees (Sinatti and Horst, 2015). Moreover, it suggests the failure to
reintegrate successfully is the individual responsibility of the returnee who did not take the
given opportunities. However, if successful return and reintegration happen due to personal

characteristics of the migrants, organisations can take the credit for its AVRR support.

3.2.1 Social networks

Migrant social networks seem to facilitate returnee reintegration. For example, Cassarino

(2004) argues that different post-return experiences can be explained by different factors such
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as social networks as well as human capital, transnational contacts, integration in the country
of destination, legal status, and gender. Migrant networks are also connected with

transnationalism, as is shown by the following quote:

In an age of swift and cheap transportation and communication, emigration no longer
represents the break with the home country that it once did. And in this context,
social and economic capital can no longer be neatly segregated analytically. Many
students of migration agree that these transnational networks are today the most
important developmental resource associated with international migration (Newland,
2003: 6).

There is a two-way relationship between networks and migration. First, migrant networks
may help establish the initial migration, i.e. setting on a journey. They enable an individual to
get insights into the initial phase of migration and its perpetuation (Massey et al., 1993). For
example, Dolfin and Genicot (2010) found that migrant networks help with loans, information
about border crossing, and obtaining jobs upon arrival. Rindoks et al. (2006) found that
networks can provide financial resources, lower costs of business operation, facilitate

cooperation, disseminate information, and make the hiring of employees more effective. The

migrant networks work also in the next stages of migration.

Second, once established, migrant networks may influence developments in the country of
origin (Lucas, 2005). Lucas (2005: 209) also argues that migrant networks serve a major role
in promoting bilateral trade and capital movements. Third, social networks can also be an
effective tool for sustainable return. It can be done by promoting connections and acceptance
within the local community (Cassarino, 2004; van Houte and de Koning, 2008). However,
there is less research on how migration networks work during the return phase. Participation
in social networks can be considered a source of social capital (Putnam, 2000). Bourdieu and
Wacquant (1992: 119) define social capital as ‘the sum of resources, actual or virtual, that
accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less

institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition’. Therefore, social
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networks have an important role in return migration. There is one further connection between
social capital and return migration and these are social remittances which are discussed in the

following section on return migration and development.

3.3 Return migration and development

Since 2000, there has been an increase in research studies on return migration. However, so
far, no clear consensus on the impact of return on development has emerged. Moreover, there
is not even an agreement about the role of migration in international development. De Haas
(2012) described the pendulum in the public discourse about migration and development
oscillating between optimism and pessimism. On one hand, it has been claimed that brain
drain is impacting developing countries in a negative way. On the other hand, remittances
were seen as a panacea to solve all developmental issues and migrants were hailed as ‘the
heroes of development’. While the issue of brain drain was explored in the literature
previously in the 1970s (Bhagwati, 1976), the issue later turned to brain gain (Lucas, 2005) or
brain circulation (Docquier and Rapoport, 2011; Saxenian, 2006). Brain circulation is
perceived as a win-win situation for many actors, including the European Commission

(Vankova, 2018).

Scholars found that migration contributes to raising the living standards for those left behind
and increases human capital (Adams, 2006; Adams and Page, 2005). However, others
describe these situations as ‘deskilling’ or ‘brain waste’ (Nowicka, 2012). Therefore, the
relationship between migration and development is not a straightforward one. Migration can
lead to the potential development of an individual by allowing him or her to move to a place

where they are the most productive. However, it may also lead to the phenomenon of
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deskilling when the migrant takes any job not corresponding to their qualification and skills.?
This can be the case because migrants may derive their own identity from their position in the
country of origin where migration is seen as prestigious and bringing a higher financial gain

than could be obtained from a job in the country of origin.

In recent years, migration and development have become increasingly important in the global
fora. For example, the Global Forum on Migration and Development, the High-Level
Dialogue on Migration and Development, and the two Global Compacts (the Global Compact
for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration and the Global Compact on Refugees) all look at
migration from the developmental perspective. The Sustainable Development Goals also
explicitly mention migration in several of its targets. Therefore, it is important to understand
the linkages between migration and development. IOM claims that the implications of return
migration vary significantly based on several factors such as the volume of return migration,
characteristics of migrants, reasons for return, and situations existing in the countries involved
in the migration (I0M, 2001). Similarly, according to Radu and Straubhaar (2012), the impact
of return migration depends on the magnitude of the migration flows and selection of

migrants.

There are various channels how migration can lead to development, either on the individual or
country level. It is important to understand the distinction between the two. A diaspora
member may have skills and resources that they can use to promote changes in their countries
of origin, which may or may not contribute to actual development (Castles, 2010). As has
been argued, migration can be ‘personally developmental, rather than nationally

developmental’ (Raghuram, 2009: 113). However, the focus is often on the national

2 The dual labour theory (Reich et al., 1973) stipulates that there are two segments of the labour market in the
receiving state. One for the local population and the other for the immigrants. The former is better paid, more
stable, and with possibilities for further career growth. The latter provides difficult jobs with little remuneration.
In the past, this segment of the market used to be occupied by women or teenagers. Nowadays, migrants work in
this segment of the market.
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development, where it can be harder to establish the actual links between migration and

development.

The issue of human development at the individual level needs to be introduced at this point.
Human development refers to ‘expanding the richness of human life, rather than simply the
richness of the economy in which human beings live’ (UNDP, 2018b). There are several
dimensions measured by the Human Development Index that deal with directly enhancing
human abilities and creating conditions for human development. The former relates to a long
and healthy life, knowledge, and a decent standard of living. The latter discusses the
participation in political and community life, environmental sustainability, human security

and rights, and gender equality. Some of these dimensions can be influenced by migration.

There is a large body of literature on migration and development. Some scholars speak of the
migration-development nexus (Faist, 2008; Skeldon, 2011). According to Castles and
Delgado Wise (2008: 2), “development and migration are part of the same processes and are
interacting”. The basic diagram showing the relationship between migration and development
is the ‘migration hump’ (Martin and Taylor, 1996). This chart represents the macro (i.e.
country) level and shows the curve many countries typically go through. First, there are high
levels of outmigration from the country. However, as the country’s economy develops, there
are higher levels of immigration. Let us take the example of Italy. It used to be a country of
emigration in the first half of the 20" century with many Italians heading to the United States
or Argentina. Only later it became a country of immigration as its economic growth

progressed.
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Therefore, there are different ways how return migration can impact development and it
seems that knowledge, innovation, and skills transfer are central to these changes. The
following sections discusses their various aspects - first, the role of human capital; second,

returnee entrepreneurship; and third, social remittances.

3.3.1 Human capital

The role of human capital, or skilled return migration, represents an important avenue for the
impact of return migration on development as it can lead to the phenomenon of brain gain.
One way how this can be done is through schooling, either in the country of origin or in the
country of settlement. According to Collier (2013), this type of migration is the most
beneficial for the country of origin. Return migrants not only bring back their human capital

from the country of origin but also possible additional human capital acquired in the countries
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of settlement (Docquier and Rapoport, 2011). As Lucas (2005) argued, the accumulation of
human capital can take place through schooling and in the process of on-the-job training when
the level of skills increases. Knowledge transfer frequently occurs through informal training,

learning by example, and sharing new ideas (Kuschminder, et al., 2014).

The increase in human capital can impact the productivity of labour and in turn, affect the
economic growth in the country. Human capital models of migration represent an effort to
give the migration theories also a micro perspective (Taylor and Martin, 2001). According to
these theories, the young are expected to be more mobile than the old because they expect to
reap returns from migration over a longer period of time. Similarly, migration is influenced by
specific human capital variables that yield a positive return in certain regions. Therefore,
migration that produces a higher return in region A than in region B is positively associated

with migration from region B to A (Taylor and Martin, 2001: 9).

Some states encourage the return of skilled workers. One example is China where the
returnees are called ‘Sea Turtles’ (Sun, 2013). However, Sun (2013) argued that the better
capital accumulated overseas by the returnees who work in venture capital does not translate
directly into increased productivity in the Chinese market. There are other returnee ‘target
groups’ who are incentivised into returning back to their countries of origin and working in
the strategic areas of growth. This approach is used in India, Taiwan, Malaysia, and Ghana
who encourage the return of workers in the fields of IT, biotechnologies, and research and
development (Jonkers, 2008). Armenia could benefit from this approach. The study ‘Science
and Technology in Armenia: Toward a Knowledge-Based Economy’ (National Research
Council, 2004) argues that there should be grants for returning scientists. However, in
practice, the Armenian salaries for scientists remain low and it is not unusual for them to re-

migrate.
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One large-scale example of attempting to ‘bring in knowledge’ is the UNDP TOKTEN
(Transfer of Knowledge Through Expatriate Nationals) programme. This programme was
created in 1977 and connects migrant professionals to specific programmes in their countries
of origin who are called upon to volunteer their services on a short-term basis (Mahroum,
Eldridge, and Daar, 2006). TOKTEN is seen as a tool to circumvent problems commonly
associated with traditional development assistance, including the lack of knowledge about
local circumstances. Since its inception, TOKTEN has operated in around 50 countries and
has recruited 5 000 participants (Mavroudi and Nagel, 2016). Based on this programme, some
participants have decided to permanently return to their country of origin. The human capital
can be transferred from one person to the next and create a spill-over effect. In general, return
migration incentive schemes distinguish between experts and entrepreneurs. The experts are
channelled into research institutions, while the entrepreneurs work mainly in the private

sphere. The next section discusses returnee entrepreneurship and its impact on development.

3.3.2 Returnee entrepreneurship as conducive to returnee reintegration

There have been several studies focusing on labour market performance of the returnees.
Some of them focus on occupational choices and returnee entrepreneurship (Wahba and
Zenou, 2012). Yet others discuss the wage premium gained because of foreign work
experience (De Coulon and Piracha, 2005) or the occupational mobility of return migrants
(Masso et al., 2014). The global competition for talent or brain gain can turn the other way
around if persons return back to their country of origin. For example, China and India have
greatly benefited from their returning overseas nationals. Some of them have brought in
capital, multinational companies, or have reformed businesses. However, it is important not to
see returnee entrepreneurship as a panacea. Some returnees might be forced into

entrepreneurship because of difficult access to the labour market and difficulties with
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obtaining a job. These returnees have been labelled the ‘necessity entrepreneurs’ (Constant

and Zimmermann, 2006).

Black and Castaldo (2009) suggest that work experience abroad is the most significant
predictor of entrepreneurial activity among return migrants; other factors included savings,
reasons for return as well as the frequency of home visits. However, they also find that the
types of businesses started up by returnees often do not have a large-scale impact on
development. Wahba and Zenou (2012) assert that experience, savings, and length of stay
abroad matter for returnees in Egypt. They also find that the decision to become an
entrepreneur comes simultaneously with the decision to move back to the country of origin so

there might be a bias in returnees being more entrepreneurial.

Research has found that the migration of highly skilled individuals has substantial benefits
(Gibson and McKenzie, 2012). According to Klagge and Klein-Hitpal (2010), return
migrants can act as both investors and innovators and hence, influence the development of the
country of origin. However, this contribution depends on their skill levels. For example,
Sturge, Bilgili, and Siegel (2016) found that highly skilled migrants to the Netherlands are in
a better position to contribute to the development in their countries of origin, by the way of

economic and social remittances.

The recent survey by OECD found that return migration to Armenia tends to boost self-
employment in rural areas for both men and women (OECD, 2017). The same was not
reported for the cities. This survey has more to say about the labour market conditions in
Armenia and the structural factors than the role of the returnees. It seems that the situation in
the regions is even worse and returnees have no other option than to take up self-employment.
However, IOM seems to hail this trend. IOM staff stated that ‘more and more, there is the
agricultural business such as cattle breeding. Before the trend was that many people went to

Yerevan because there were more business opportunities but nowadays they try to go back to
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their village’ (13 July 2016, personal communication). Other organisations concur that
‘agriculture has the main potential. It is along the state approach that they want to develop
agriculture and we decided to go on with agriculture’ (13 July 2016, personal
communication). There are different ways how returnee entrepreneurship can develop but
only some of them might have developmental effects, including effects on human

development.

3.3.3 Social remittances

The concept of remittances is well known in the migration literature. However, remittances
need not be only financial but can include other forms of transfer — they may take the form of
ideas, values, and practices as well as political and economic contributions (I0OM, 2010).
Transnational practices, or exchanges across borders, include the transfer of ideas, the concept
known as ‘social remittances’ (Levitt, 1998). Social remittances also include transfers of
knowledge, ideas, and experience from migrants and returnees. An example of such transfer
can be know-how learned in the country of settlement that is later transferred to the country of
origin. This transfer can take place gradually during regular contacts with the country of
origin or upon return. Moreover, migrants may influence ideas in home and host societies by

spreading different views about social and political norms or by different practices.

It is important to note that ‘people’s experiences before migrating strongly influence what
they do in the countries where they settle; this, in turn, affects what they remit back to their
homelands’ (Levitt and Lamba-Nieves, 2010: 1). Not all migrants and returnees exert social
remittances as they are also dependent on their levels of social capital and the frequency of
contact. Return migrants continue to exert social remittances after they return to their country

of origin. For example, returnees coming from countries with low levels of corruption can be
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less tolerant towards this in their countries of origin (Paasche, 2016). Levitt and Lamba-
Nieves (2010) argue that social remittances can scale up from the level of the individual and
affect regional and national change. Hence, they can contribute to the development in the

country of origin.

Levitt (2001) describes three different ways how migrants interact with their host society. At
one end of the spectrum are recipient observers who do not come in close contact with the
host society. In the middle are instrumental adapters who alter their routines for pragmatic
reasons to be better able to meet the challenges of their migrant lives. The third group is
purposeful innovators who seek out to absorb new things and combine them with their
existing ideas and practices. However, it does not mean that people who are more integrated
into their host societies are less transnational. On the contrary, it has been shown that there are
many similarities between integration and transnationalism (Erdal and Oeppen, 2013). Under
the right conditions transnational ties can contribute to economic development or democratic

transformation while improving access to ideas and networks abroad (Baubock, 2009).

We can see social remittances at work in the form of social protests. Recently, it has been
acknowledged that returnees from Romania sparked protests in the summer of 2018 (The
Guardian, 2018). A similar dynamic can be seen in Armenia. We can expect the returnees to
change the social norms and transfer new ideas to their countries of origin. The concept of

social remittances and its usefulness for the returnees further explored in this dissertation.
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4 METHODS

In order to understand the experiences of return migration, this dissertation adopts an
interpretative framework. Findlay and Li (1999: 56) argue that drawing from more than one
paradigm and methodology is necessary to uncover multiple meanings of migration.
Furthermore, the perspective on return migration is elicited from different actors — the
returnees themselves, the potential returnees, and the key informants working in the migration
field in Armenia. This structure attempts to uncover different aspects of return migration to
Armenia. A mixed methods approach is taken so that it is possible to identify various key
elements of return migration to Armenia. Various actors (returnees, key informants, and
migrants) are interrogated to enable the understanding of the multiple meanings of return

migration to Armenia.

The dissertation opts for a country-specific approach that allows for an in-depth exploration of
the context of the study. This approach is in line with Long and Oxfeld’s (2004)
conceptualisation of return migration as a situated concept, which positions return migration
as impacted by particular contexts and experiences. Because of the differences in individual
perceptions, the research attempts to include returnees from various countries, different
genders, and age. While the research findings are not meant to be representative of all
Armenian returnees, they do provide an important insight into various ways how return
migration in Armenia is perceived, what are the main challenges faced by the returnees, and

what are the meanings they attach to them.

Creswell (2007: 202-207) presents four different criteria of quality in qualitative research — a
longer fieldwork stay, triangulation, consultation with other researchers, and reflexivity. All
criteria have been considered when designing the research and during the next phases. The

dissertation combines different research methods to ensure triangulation of the data. As
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Denzin and Lincoln (2000: 4) claim, ‘the combination of multiple methods, empirical
materials, perspectives and observers in a single study is best understood, then, as a strategy
that adds rigor, breadth, and depth to any investigation.” Brewer and Hunter (1989: 17) add

that mixing methods is about trying to attain validity in research:

Triangulated measurement tries to pinpoint the values of a phenomenon more
accurately by sighting in on it from different methodological viewpoints... when two
reliable instruments yield conflicting results, then the validity of each is cast into
doubt. When the findings of different methods agree, we are more confident.

Many migration-oriented scholars call for more interdisciplinary and multi-method research.
The distinction is now less between quantitative and qualitative data and research practices
usually lie on the continuum between the two (Newman and Benz, 1998). For example,
Findlay and Li (1999) draw attention to the need to use mixed methods and call for blurring
the lines between quantitative and qualitative methods. While this dissertation uses mixed
methods, it deals mainly with the qualitative research framework. The methods used include
qualitative semi-structured interviews with the key informants and returnees in Armenia as
well as an online survey with the Armenians who currently reside abroad. The aim is to
inquire about the migrants’ motivations for their return and possible ways how they perceive
their return experience and how they can contribute to the development in the country of
origin. The research methods for this dissertation have been chosen in line with similar studies
conducted on the issue of return migration (e.g. Lietaert et al., 2014; Paasche, 2016; Gillespie

et al., 1999).

This study takes the social constructivist and interpretivist perspectives as its starting point
(Berger and Luckmann, 1967; Neuman, 2000). It assumes that individuals seek understanding
of the world in which they work and live and they develop subjective meanings of their

experiences (Creswell, 2002). This leads researchers to look for the complexity of views
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rather than narrowing them into certain categories. The goal of this study is to rely on
participants’ own views of their lived experience. Moreover, it is important to note that these
subjective meanings are embedded in the social and historical settings. Crotty (1998)
identified several key assumptions: 1) meanings are constructed by individuals as they engage
with the world they are interpreting; 2) individuals make sense of the world based on their
historical and social experience; and 3) the generation of meaning is always social. Therefore,
the meanings we attribute to concepts and our knowledge are formed through interaction with
others. Given that, the role of the researcher in the interpretation of data needs to be
acknowledged. While it was attempted to attain objectivity by consulting with other
researchers, the interpretation of the data follows the author’s own personal and cultural

experience.

There were some ethical issues to be taken into consideration with this type of research
(Hammersley and Atkison, 1995). First of all, all interviews were conducted under conditions
of anonymity and confidentiality. With the experts, some additional care is taken so that their
responses used in the dissertation or research articles would not jeopardise their situation in
Armenia. Therefore, their names are not mentioned in the text. The returnees in Armenia are
only identified by their gender and age range and no real names are used. When conducting
some of the interviews at the offices of Caritas or Impact Hub, it was made clear to the
returnees that there is no connection between my research and the services they could receive
from the organisation. Therefore, their participation was purely voluntary. The online survey
mentioned the following disclaimer: ‘Feel free not to answer all the questions or withdraw
from the research at any point. All the information provided is anonymous and confidential’,

and it is treated as such.

The main part of the research in Armenia was conducted from July to September 2016 and in

January 2018. The preliminary part of research included desk research and document analysis
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with the aim to get acquainted with the Armenian context and state-of-the-art research on
return migration. Another part of the research included a period of fieldwork in Armenia
(mainly in Yerevan) in the summer of 2016. During this time the assistance at Caritas
Armenia was offered. Another period of fieldwork took place in early 2018 by carrying out
the final interviews with skilled return migrants at Yerevan Impact Hub. The research in
Armenia also included periods of participant observation, following social workers of Caritas
non-governmental organisation in their daily work with return migrants and participating in
the events organised by the Yerevan Impact Hub. The research period also allowed for
observation of some return migrants in their dealing with Caritas and frequenting some places
run by the return migrants. The online surveys with the migrants of Armenian origin were
conducted at the beginning of 2017. The first version of the survey was in English and
subsequently, the survey in Armenian was launched. All the methods and their benefits and
limitations are described in detail below. The final part of this chapter discusses the evaluation

of the selected research methods.

4.1 Key informant interviews

The first period of fieldwork in Yerevan took place between July and September 2016. During
this time, key informant interviews with 32 experts on international migration were conducted
(see Annex I). Dexter (1970: 136) defines interviews with experts as a ‘conversation with a
purpose’. The key informant is able to supply information regarding the research topic and
can serve as the point of entry into the field. Moreover, the expert interviews can serve as
‘crystallisation points’ for insider knowledge (Bogner, Littig, and Menz, 2009: 2). The
interviews were semi-structured and were conducted around key themes of return migration
with the aim to grasp the complexity of the phenomenon and elicit answers to the research

guestions.
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The majority of the interviews took place in Yerevan due to the fact that a vast majority of
organisations dealing with migration, state institutions, and academic institutions have their
seat in the capital. The majority of interviews were conducted in English. In a few cases, they
were in Armenian with the help of an interpreter. The interviewees were selected due to their
engagement with the issue of international migration and included employees of state
authorities, international organisations such as the agencies of the United Nations, non-
governmental organisations, and academic institutions. A combination of snowball sampling
(Creswell, 2002) and personal and organisational networks was used in order to engage
further interviewees. All interviews were recorded and transcribed. After the interviews,
coding was used to analyse the data. First, open coding was used to come up with new ideas

and second, axial coding connected to the text emerged.

TABLE 5: THE KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS ACCORDING TO THEIR

INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION

Institution n
Non-governmental organisations 12
Governmental organisations 6
International organisations 5
Private sector organisations 4
Academic institutions 3
Diplomatic representations 2
Total 32

Source: author
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4.2 Returnee interviews

Returnee interviews emerged as another important data source. DeMarrais (2004: 55) defines
an interview as ‘a process in which a researcher and participant engage in a conversation
focused on questions related to a research study’. First, 20 interviews with returnees were
conducted during the period of fieldwork from July to September 2016. Additionally, a
further 12 interviews were conducted in January 2018. In total, there were 32 interviews with
the returnees in Armenia. The recruitment took place through a combination of snowball
sampling and personal and organisational networks. The interviews revolved around the
themes of diaspora engagement, return migration and reintegration, and development in
Armenia and its obstacles. All interviews were recorded and transcribed. Transcriptions and
interview notes were coded. The majority of interviews was conducted in English. In a few

cases, they were in Armenian with the help of a translator.

To have a balanced sample representing different views, an effort was made to recruit people
from diverse groups of return migrants (highly skilled vs. other skill levels, returning from
various countries, assisted by an organisation during the process of return or not). In total,
there were 32 interviewees (17 males, 15 females). Out of them, 21 had higher education, and
7 of them finished secondary school. All the returnees had lived abroad for at least one year
within the last decade but many of them lived abroad for longer periods of time. The return
migrants who were interviewed returned from Europe (Germany - 4, Belgium - 4, Hungary
and France - 2, Ukraine, Slovakia, and Austria - 1), North America (USA - 6, Canada - 3),
Middle East (Syria, Lebanon, Iran, Qatar, Egypt - each 1), Russia (2), and Georgia (1).® In
total, 19 returnees were employed, 7 self-employed, and 6 unemployed. They spent different
periods of time in Armenia; 12 of them less than a year, 5 one to two years, 7 two to five

years, and 8 more than more five years. Table 6 shows the background of the returnees who

% In the cases where the person lived in more than one country, only the last country of the settlement was listed.
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were interviewed including their gender, education, previous country of settlement,
occupation, and the period of time spent in Armenia. The full list of returnee interviews can

be seen in Annex 2.

TABLE 6: OVERVIEW OF RETURNEES’ BACKGROUND

Total group (n=32)

Gender
Male 17
Female 15
Education
Secondary 7
University 21
Unknown 4

The previous region of settlement

Europe 15
North America 9
Middle East 5
Central Asia 3

Work situation in Armenia

Employee 19
Self-employed 7
Unemployed 6

Period of time in Armenia

Less than 1 year 12
1 to 2 years 5
2 to 5 years 7
More than 5 years 8

Source: author
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4.3 Online survey

An online survey titled ‘Are you an Armenian national currently living abroad?’ was launched
on the SurveyMonkey platform from January to March 2017. The survey was in English and
included a total of 25 questions divided into two categories — demographic data and the
possibility to return to Armenia. A second version of the questionnaire in Armenian was
launched later but received only a few responses despite the use of similar channels of
distribution. The questionnaire was mixed, i.e. including both closed and open-ended
questions. In order to disseminate the survey, networking websites such as Facebook and
LinkedIn were used. The link to the survey was posted on various groups for diaspora
Armenians on Facebook (e.g. Armenians in Germany, Armenians in France, Armenians in
Czechia, and Slovakia). Personal and institutional networks were also used to disseminate the

survey.

Purposive sampling was used in this survey. Because it is a non-probability sampling
approach, it does not allow the researcher to generalise the population (Bryman, 2016: 408).
However, it allows us to select the participants with relevance to the research question. The
participants fulfilling a particular criterion were sampled, i.e. resulting in criterion sampling
(Palys, 2008). The criterion used in this survey was the Armenian nationality and the period
of stay abroad (at least one year). There can be several limitations with this type of survey,
mainly because it is self-selected. Another limitation was the online form, which is not
accessible to everyone. The third barrier was the English language in the first version of the
survey. However, designed as such it shed light on a relatively little-researched group of
Armenian migrants — those who speak English, are well-educated, and have professional jobs
or are students in tertiary education. In Armenia, the seasonal migration to Russia and the
effect of remittances is relatively well researched (Grigorian and Melkonyan, 2011;

Agadjanian and Sevoyan, 2013). Therefore, this type of survey enabled us to learn more about
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this group of potential returnees who can have the highest impact on the development of

Armenia due to their high skill levels (see e.g. Sturge, Bilgili and Siegel, 2016).

The respondents participating in the survey are described in more detail here. In total, there
were 146 respondents, 93 (64%) of them female and 52 (36%) male. More than one half of
the respondents (51%) were in the age group between 21 and 29. The second most
represented age group were Armenian migrants aged 30-39 (29%), followed by the 40-49

(7%) and 18-20 (6%) age groups (see Figure 4).

FIGURE 4: AGE STRUCTURE OF THE RESPONDENTS

Q2 What is your age?

17 or younger I
18-20 .
21-29

30-39
40-49

50-59

60 or older I

0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% TO% 80% 90% 100%

Source: the survey

The educational levels of the respondents are connected to their age structure as younger and
more educated respondents answered the survey questions. In total, 62% of the respondents
had a graduate degree, while 18% had a bachelor’s degree, and 11% had a high school degree
(see Figure 5). The marital status of the respondents also reflected this younger age bias with
59% being single and 30% being married. The majority of the respondents (74%) did not have

any children.
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FIGURE 5: EDUCATION LEVEL OF THE RESPONDENTS

Q8 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have
received?

Less than high
school degree
High school
degree or...

Some college
but no degree

Bachelor degree

Graduate degree

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% TO% 80% 90% 100%

Source: the survey

The Armenian migrants who answered the survey questions lived in a variety of countries,
including the USA (11%), France (9%), and Russia (4%). There were 28 respondents from
Czechia (19%) which was also due to the channels through which the information about the
survey was disseminated. Other respondents lived in China, Poland, Germany, Turkey,
Canada, Hungary, and Slovakia. However, these percentages do not reflect the structure of the

Armenian diaspora (see Figure 1 in Chapter 2).

Next, the returnees were asked about their length of stay abroad. Almost one half (48%)
stayed abroad for more than five years. The second most frequent period of stay was between
one year and three years (24%), 15% migrants stayed less than one year, and 13% migrants

stayed between three to five years.

51



FIGURE 6: THE LENGTH OF STAY ABROAD

Q4 How long have you lived abroad?

Less than 6 months

Between 6 to 12
months

More than five

years
T~ One year to three

years

\ Three to five years

Source: the survey

Finally, the respondents were mainly employed (44%) or students (39%). Some of them were
not employed and were looking for work (4%), while those who were not in employment and
not looking for work numbered 3%. The percentage of retired migrants was also 3% (see

Figure 7). The survey results are discussed in Section 5.1 on the return motivations.

FIGURE 7: EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE RESPONDENTS

Q9 Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?

Fmploved _
Self-employed .

Student

Mot employed,
looking for...

Mot employed,
NOT lecking ...

Retired I

0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%

Source: the survey
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4.4 Evaluation of the methods

This dissertation provides a glimpse into the lived realities of the Armenian returnees. First,
the key informant interviews offered some context and an outside view on the return. They
served as a good entry point into the field, which enabled us to learn about the organisations
who work with returnees and the different target groups of these programmes. They also
enabled us to acquire further contacts with the returnees and networking opportunities. The
organisations were selected through online searches and official publications (IOM and the
State Migration Service). There was an attempt to contact all of them but not everyone was
able to respond. The list of key informant interviews can be seen in Annex 1. However, the
key informant interviews may not offer neutral information because there can be a certain
agenda in promoting the type of programmes their organisations run in Armenia. Therefore,
there might be an overestimation of the importance of work they do and to what extent they

help the returnees with reintegration in Armenia.

Next, the returnee interviews provide the crux of this research. As there are different groups
of returnees, it is advisable to reach out to as many of them as possible. First, the interviews
were selected through the personal contacts and through the networks of the non-
governmental organisations working with the returnees. They included both participants of
the AVRR programmes and the voluntary returnees. During the second stay in Armenia
(January 2018), there were more interviews with the voluntary returnees who were working at
the Yerevan Impact Hub or were close connections of people working there. This group of
returnees provided interesting insights about skilled returnees who were attempting to re-
integrate in Armenia. However, there were diverse groups of returnees within this group —
returning from different countries and some of them were the members of the Armenian
diaspora and genuine repatriates. Therefore, this distinction had to be reconciled in the
research as the returnees and repatriates might have different needs.
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In addition, the survey was conducted along the main research in order to learn more about
Armenian migrants living abroad. The respondents were selected through social networks
(including specifically Facebook and LinkedIn groups), personal contacts, and organisational
networks. Later on, the survey was translated into Armenian in order to attract a larger sample
of migrants (including those who did not speak English). However, it only received few
responses in spite of being promoted through the same channels. This was due to several
factors. First, the people who wanted to take part have already done so. Second, migrants
might have already heard about it during the first round and became desensitised towards the
information. Third, when the survey in Armenian was launched in the beginning of 2018,
Armenia started to undergo a deep social transformation; people were involved in it and had

to follow the news closely. Hence, they had little spare time to fill in the survey.

All of the methods worked together closely and brought to the fore different aspects of the
return migration experience. The interviews with the key informants illustrated the
importance of the organisations working with the returnees (which is further discussed in
Chapter 5.4) and also shed light on the return experience as the key informants were in a daily
contact with the returnees. Next, the returnee interviews showed motivations to return (among
the people who already returned) and highlighted some aspects of the return experience such
as return preparedness and the role of social and human capital. It also pointed to some social
changes which are taking place through return migration. Finally, the survey showed some
aspects of the migration experience among a specific group of Armenian migrants and the

possible motivations for a return to Armenia among this group.
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5 FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of the dissertation. First, it discusses the return motivations
for Armenian migrants living abroad and for the Armenian returnees. There are various
factors that influence the decision to return and it often is a mix of various motivations. Next,
the return experience is discussed through the viewpoint of the returnees and key informants
who work with the returnees. There is interplay between the structural forces and the
individual agency of the return migrants that leads to different return experience. However,
certain key characteristics such as return preparedness, the role of social, and human capital
appear to be important for a sustainable return experience. Next, the role of the key actors in
migration management in Armenia is presented including the state, IOM, and non-
governmental organisations in Armenia. Finally, the possible social changes that take place
because of the return migration to Armenia are introduced based on the interviews with
returnees and key informants. They relate to different programmes which attract diaspora
Armenians and returnees with the rationale of sharing their skills or to the perceived changes
that the returnees themselves see in the society. All sections attempt to shed light on the issue

of return migration to Armenia and its possible impact on the human development.

5.1 Return motivations

The motivation to return seems to be an important factor for returnee reintegration. While
there is a complex array of overlapping reasons why returnees go back, several of them
emerged as important ones among the Armenian migrants and returnees. These motivations
and expectations are discussed in the following section on return motivations. It emerges that
the motivation to return is often a mix of various reasons for Armenian migrants and returnees

alike. While the motivations to return generally did not differ too much for the returnees and
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migrants, migrants did not see Armenia as conducive to work-life balance, but many actual

returnees thought about it differently as is shown in the following sections.

5.1.1 Return motivations for Armenians living abroad

We enquired about the motivations to return in the survey as well as in the returnee
interviews. The return motivations are similar for the Armenian migrants residing abroad and
the returnees. In both groups, familial reasons (being close to relatives and friends) and work-
related reasons were mentioned frequently. The themes related to human security, patriotic
reasons, the overall environment in Armenia also appeared both in the surveys and interviews.
As for the surveys, various reasons were cited for the possible respondents’ return to
Armenia, the main one being family (n=80), employment (n=33), and safety (n=23). Among
other answers which did not directly relate to the previous options, the migrants mentioned
factors such as patriotic reasons, reasons relating to the rule of law, political and social
situation, lifestyle reasons, and future projects in Armenia, which were all listed in the ‘Other’

category (see Table 7).

TABLE 7: REASONS RELATING TO RETURN AMONG MIGRANTS

Factors Examples of statements
Family ‘my child’, ‘home’, ‘parents’, ‘friends and family only’
Employment ‘work in the tourism sector’, ‘ability to grow in the field of IT”,

‘stable income’

Safety ‘comfort zone’, ‘sense of belonging’, ‘community’, ‘peace’

Patriotic reasons ‘belonging to the motherland’, ‘homeland’, ‘be useful for the
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country where [I was] born’, ‘patriotic feelings’, ‘love for

Gyumri’
The rule of law and ‘law and order’, ‘trust in the Armenian government’, ‘freedom
political situation from corruption’, ‘change of the ruling regime’, ‘better economic

situation, [an]other president’

Social situation ‘healthy social environment’, ‘the social state of the country’,

‘change of living conditions’

Lifestyle reasons ‘despise the lifestyle of Americans’, ‘work-life balance’, ‘nature’,

‘ecology, nostalgia, sun, people of Armenia’

Future projects ‘business’, ‘to open my own clinic’, ‘aim to improve my skills’

Source: the survey

The motivation to return due to the familial relations in Armenia was a general feeling echoed
by many migrants across all skill levels. These sentiments were often mixed with patriotic
reasons. Some of the survey respondents remarked that they wanted to return because they
wanted their children to grow up in Armenia and be close to the grandparents. Similar factors

influencing return also appeared in the interviews.

The likelihood of return is difficult to determine unless having the actual numbers of people
who repatriated. In the surveys, the likelihood of return was approximated by the question,
‘How often do you think about returning to Armenia?’ In total, 121 people answered this
question — 27 never thought about returning to Armenia, 38 thought about it less than once a
month, 29 only once a month or more often, and 24 once a week and more often. It is also
important to note that the skill levels have increased for the majority of the migrants during
their stay abroad — for 69 from the sample, they increased significantly and for 40 they

increased to some extent. Only nine returnees claimed that their levels of skills stayed the
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same during their stay abroad. Therefore, the majority of the potential returnees have also

some skills which they obtained during their stay abroad.

In the online survey, the migrants rated the opportunities for a good work-life balance
compared to other countries. About one third (35.3%) of the survey respondents thought that
Armenia offered very few opportunities for a good work-life balance and only 11% thought
there were many opportunities for a good work-life balance. However, the returnees thought
about it differently with many of them praising Armenia for a comparatively better work-life

balance (see Section 5.2.1).

FIGURE 8: COMPARISON OF ARMENIA WITH OTHER COUNTRIES

Q20 How would you rank Armenia compared to other countries?

100%

80%

60%
40%
- .

0%

=2

Opportunity Opportunity Opportunities Employment Opportunity

to get a good to have a tostart a opportunities toearn

education good new business enough money
work-life...

B very few opportunities  [[l] Few opportunities Neutral
Some opportunities Many opportunities

Source: the survey

While opportunities to earn enough money (52% - very few), employment opportunities (54%
- very few), and opportunities to start a business in Armenia (47% - very few) were ranked as
rather unfavourable by the Armenian migrants, the opportunity to get a good education was

rated more favourably (26% - very few opportunities vs. 28% some or many opportunities).
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Importantly, the majority of migrants believed that they would be welcomed upon their return
to Armenia (this is reflected in the question ‘If you were to return to Armenia today, how
welcomed would you feel?’). Only 12 people would not feel very welcomed, whereas 69
people would feel welcomed. The rest of the respondents (40) felt neutral about their possible
return to Armenia. The findings are encouraging because they reflect on the group of migrants
with a higher level of skills who might potentially contribute to the development of the

country should they decide to return.

5.1.2 Return motivations for the returnees

The returnees came back because of a mix of reasons. Familial reasons were important for
most returnees. One returnee mentioned how important it was for her that her daughter has ‘a
full Armenian identity’ and is close to her grandparents (woman, 43, returned from the US).
Familial reasons related also to the returnees who decided to come because of their aging
parents. Another woman returning from Germany stated that she returned to Armenia to take
care of her elderly mother. However, her motivation was a mix of reasons because when she
was in her previous country of settlement, she ‘did not feel to be a part of it, and [she] missed
Armenia’ (woman, 52, returned from Germany). This person was also assisted by the AVRR

programme so for her there was much lesser choice whether to return or not.

The reasons connected to ‘not belonging’ and patriotic reasons often appeared in the
interviews. One returnee stated that he returned for ‘identitarian and pragmatic reasons’ (man,

33, returned from Canada). Another returnee noted:

I liked living in Europe, but I felt it was my neighbour’s home. And I have to create
the same effort in my home, meaning my country. I am Armenian. | have to work for
some change and help people (woman, 27, returned from France).
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However, the reason of belonging can also be connected to discrimination in the country of
settlement. One of the interviewees (woman, 31, returned from Iran) stated that ‘as a member
of a minority [she] felt discriminated’. Another interviewee, when discussing the situation in
his previous country of residence, mentioned that ‘you feel like you don’t belong there’ (man,
29, returned from Syria). In the case of Syria, the security situation also directly influenced

the decision to move to Armenia.

For many returnees, security, which relates to having a stable job as well as to general levels
of security in the country, was important. The returnee stated, ‘I moved here for the job as
well as the security. | had arranged my first job before coming here’ (man, 29, returned from
Syria). The safe environment and general levels of security in Armenia were perceived as

favourable by many returnees. One of the interviewees asserts:

There is less stress here; the type of worries is different. For example, in the daycare
in the US, | had to be aware of strangers and had to teach my child to beware of
strangers (woman, 43, returned from the US).

Unlike the survey respondents, many returnees enjoyed the lifestyle in Armenia that was

perceived as relaxed and conducive to work-life balance:

Here you have the small city lifestyle. You can walk everywhere. You can sit down
and have a coffee without thinking that you’ll be late (man, 42, returned from the
USA).

However, for other returnees, Yerevan was seen as a quiet city. One of the returnees
complained about the slow pace in Armenia but later mentioned that she actually enjoyed the

pace:

First, | hated the slow life pace here. [It is] so slow. In Lebanon, there is this active
lifestyle. | had two jobs. I ran from one to the other (woman, 28, returned from
Lebanon).
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Generally, the motivations for return are a mix of various reasons. As one returnee succinctly

put it,

There are various reasons why people return - physical safety, people want to be
engaged with Armenia because Armenia cannot exist as a network. Being Armenian
means that the assimilation is quick, and they also want their children to speak
Armenian. There are professional reasons, too. People studied abroad and they can
turn their skills into comparative advantage. Life is easier here, for example, the
commute is shorter. The work-life balance is good. There are activities for children if
you have money. The changes that you do here [in Armenia], you can feel them
(man, 36, returned from Russia).

Another motivation often cited by both the migrants in the survey as well as by the returnees

in the interviews is the importance of the future projects, for example, one returnee noted:

Now it is happening that smart people return to Armenia when they have young kids.
They see it as a future for the kids. They have some emotional ties with the country.
First people who returned were the revolutionary types who started the movement to
the country. Now the new types look for housing, better quality of life and schools
for children. They decide to come here for three years and see how it is. They
already come with a job as a CEO or start their own company (man, 45, returned
from USA).

In case of voluntary returns to Armenia, returnees usually come back because of their
relations in the country or for work-related and patriotic reasons. These returns are generally
planned in advance and the returnees can make use of their social networks in Armenia in
order to start their new projects. In contrast, as a result of a return that is hasty and not
prepared in advance, returnees often struggle with reintegration. This is usually the case
during the so called ‘assisted voluntary returns’ during which returnees might be coerced to
leave the country of settlement. Some of the assisted voluntary returnees came back because
they had no other option. As for others, they decided to take up the offer of AVRR
programme while waiting for the asylum decision because of various reasons. Some people

fell ill, while others returned because ‘things were expensive [in the country of settlement]’
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(man, 33, returned from Austria). Another family decided to leave because they ‘didn’t like
the communal accommodation, it was crowded. But [they] couldn’t pay the rent; [they] did
not have work’ (woman, 32, returned from Belgium). Some AVRR returnees might have sold
their belongings before leaving which can make them even more vulnerable and dependent on

the assistance of various organisations.

Therefore, the type of return is important for the subsequent reintegration experience: it is
apparent that a strong motivation to return is important for the preparedness of the returnees to
reintegrate (Cassarino, 2004). Moreover, the return motivation, in connection with the
resources the returnees have, becomes the key to subsequent reintegration. Sustainable return
and reintegration through the lens of returnees and key informants is discussed in the

following chapter.

5.2 Return experience of the Armenian returnees

This chapter discusses different returnee experiences to illustrate the lived reality of return
migration to Armenia and it highlights the differences between the groups of returnees and the
status of their return (on the scale from voluntary to forced). It starts with discussing the role
of return preparedness for the returnees and it will be argued that return preparedness is
necessary for the subsequent returnee reintegration. Next, it assesses the importance of social
networks and social capital in return migration. For many migrants and returnees, networks
represent the most important resource when returning back to their country of origin.
However, their networks might not be working very well after a longer period of absence.
Finally, this chapter enquires about the role of skills (human capital) for the returnees. It

shows that education and skills of the returnees matter for their successful engagement upon
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return. However, it might be problematic for some skilled returnees to find a job that matches

their levels of skills.

5.2.1 The role of return preparedness

Cassarino (2004) cites returnee’s preparedness and resource mobilisation as two important
factors for returnee reintegration. Return preparedness means the willingness to return as well
as the readiness to return. The circumstances in both the host and home countries are
important for a sustainable return (Black and Gent, 2006). As Ghosh (2000: 185) points out,
return ‘is largely influenced by the initial motivations for migration as well as by the duration
of the stay abroad and particularly by the conditions under which the return takes place’.
Spontaneous returnees are aware that there is a need to prepare before going back to the
country of origin. Some of them have arranged jobs before returning to Armenia. However,
the same might not be true for the returnees assisted by the AVRR programmes, which often
have a limited timeframe and ask returnees to return in a short period of time such as two

weeks (man, 61, returned from Belgium).

Therefore, the degree of voluntariness during the return process is to be questioned for AVRR
returnees and sometimes these programmes are seen as a softer alternative to deportation
(Leerkes, Os and Boersema, 2017). Some returnees face the dilemma whether to go back
without adequate preparation. The support that is given to them takes place mostly post-return
but even then, they might not have enough resources to be able to start a sustainable return
project. Therefore, the level of willingness to return is connected to the subsequent return
experience. The returnees taking part in the AVRR programmes need to have some time to

think about their future in Armenia and need to be prepared for their return.
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Some spontaneous returnees also face issues with their return and despite careful planning,

they might face some disillusionment when it comes to work-related opportunities.

This is the age when you can try but opportunities here [in Armenia] are slim. | do
not exclude going back to Europe (man, 31, returned from Germany).

Another returnee, a university lecturer, was contemplating re-migration to China after the
working conditions in the Armenian academia were not comparable to the ones he
experienced in Italy and Germany during his PhD studies. He felt that in Europe he was

‘legally out of competition’. Yet China seemed to offer him a better perspective:

If someone told me that | would go to China a couple of years ago, | would not
believe them (man, 32, returned from Germany).

Therefore, it is reasonable for the returnees to try to engage in some strategies such as gradual
return when they first come to ‘see how things are’ in Armenia and only decide later if they
will stay in the country permanently or not. There are some organisations such as Repat
Armenia or Birthright Armenia that try to engage skilled returnees and offer them some initial
support that can help them with adjustment to the Armenian environment. For some, the

return can be accidental:

First, I was only going for a year, | wasn’t planning to stay, I just intended to spend
some time here [in Armenia]. | only had a job for a year but then gradually, I decided
to stay (man, 33, returned from Canada).

The return preparedness is a key component for successful return experience. Many returnees
who face a return that happens in a short period of time struggle with subsequent
reintegration. For the returnees who planned their return in advance, it can be much easier to
reintegrate and both social and human capital play a role in this. The returnees highlighted the

importance of planning about the job in Armenia in advance and having a good business plan.
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One returnee noted that ‘everyone wants to open a hairdressing salon, a kebab [stall]. People
complain about the taxes, but even if you don’t need to pay taxes but you don’t have any
ideas, you’ll fail” (man, 36, returned from Russia). Another important factor that has been
mentioned by the returnees is age. The older the returnees are, the more difficult it is for them
to reintegrate in Armenia. One returnee warned, ‘They suffer a lot here if they are not
entrepreneurial types. If you are running away from something, for example if you were not
successful, it is not going to work. It is also hard if you are middle age’ (man, 45, returned

from USA).

5.2.2 The role of social capital

Social capital and personal networks are important for returnee reintegration. Diaspora
practices used by the returnees, such as building their own institutions and networks of
support, can help but they can also be problematic because they create divisions between them
and the mainstream society (Pawlowska, 2017). If the returnees’ networks are not sufficient,
they try to use the next available option which is the support offered by the organisations that
provide reintegration programmes. However, these might not offer the same outputs as the
genuine personal networks. The return experience is dependent on the motivation to return; if
the return is seen as forced, the returnees might struggle with their social capital and creating
their networks in Armenia. It is not to say that the returnees who return voluntarily do not
struggle with their day-